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the basis for the interpretation of the genera, the uncertainty about both names will 
continue. As Dr Griffiths correctly notes, there is no proof that Haliday’s Bracon 
pumilio Nees, 1834, is the same as his Bassus rufiventris Nees, [1812], 1814; it is even 
unlikely. For instance, according to the original descriptions, the colour of the two 
species is very different and this should have been noted by Haliday. However, 
Haliday made some sort of mistake and the case should be settled to avoid possible 
confusion in the future. 

(2) to Dr Wharton: I agree with most of these remarks. I prefer the appli- 
cation of generic names to be based strictly on priority. However, if this increases 
the chance of confusion (in this case, two generic names differing only in one letter, 
both proposed by the same author in a conflicting manner) the case should, in my 
opinion, be brought before the Commission. The solution proposed is to conserve 
the name most in use at the moment. Therefore whether the term ‘much used’ or 
another is used is not important: it is a relative statement. Dapsilarthra is commonly 
accepted as the name for the genus that includes Bassus rufiventris Nees, [1812], 1814 
and Alysia apii Curtis, 1826 (see e.g. Shenefelt, 1974, pp. 986-991). 

Adelura Foerster, 1862 (non Bonaparte, 1854; =Adelurola Strand, 1928) has 
been used extensively, but in terms of its type species it is not closely related to 
Dapsilarthra ; its use for the group including D . rufiventris and D. apii was incorrect 
and cannot be accepted. Of the available names for this genus Dapsilarthra has 
indeed been the most consistently used since 1862. 

(4) Note by the Secretary, International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

The Commission must clearly decide on the relative status of Gnamptodon 
Haliday, 1833 and Gnaptodon Haliday, 1837. On the direct evidence of the 1837 
work, on the assumption that Haliday knew what he was doing, they must be 
regarded as separate names; for Gnamptodon is sunk as a synonym of Opius (Opius) 
Wesmael, 1835 (though it is difficult to see why), while Gnaptodon is a separate 
subgenus of Opius, with its own type species. 

Furthermore, it is not necessary to treat Gnaptodon as a misspelling of 
Gnamptodon. The Greek verb gnampto means to bend or curve; the Greek word 
gnapto means to card or comb wool. Haliday was a good enough classicist to have 
known this. 

I therefore conclude that Dr Griffiths’ argument has little to sustain it and 
that Dr van Achterberg’s original proposals should be preferred. 



DESIGNATION OF A NEOTYPE FOR ADIANTHUS BUCATUS 
AMEGH1NO, 1891 (MAMMALIA) UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS: A 
RESPONSE. Z.N.(S.)2430 
(see vol. 41, pp. 56-57, 208-21 1) 

(1) By Richard L. Cifelli ( Division of Mammals, National Museum of Natural 
History, Smithsonian Institution, Washington DC, 20560, U.S.A .) 



A comprehensive review of the adianthidae, published recently (Cifelli & 
Soria, 1983), includes detailed discussion of all issues raised by Schoch in his 
critique, which otherwise largely reiterates the substance of my joint proposal with 
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Soria for designation of a neotype (Cifelli & Soria, 1984). For clarification here and 
by way of summary, the review of Cifelli & Soria (1983): 

(1) established the adianthidae as a unique and holomonophyletic group 
pertaining to the indigenous South American order Litopterna 
(Mammalia). The morphological integrity of this group and its roster 
of constituent taxa have, however, been long and universally recog- 
nised (see primary zoological literature citations in Cifelli & Soria, 
1983), so that modifiers used by Schoch such as ‘presumably’, 
‘usually’, and ‘certain authors’, implying doubtful usage of this 
family-group name, are inappropriate in this context; 

(2) provided diagnoses for the adianthidae and for all subordinate taxa 
contained by the family; 

(3) discussed the observable morphology of the type figure of Adianthus 
bucatus Ameghino, 1 89 1 and of M ACN A 1 8 1 2 (referred to that species 
by Ameghino in 1894) with respect to these diagnoses, concluding that 
the former pertained to a caviomorph rodent while the latter clearly 
represents a distinct species of adianthidae as that family is univer- 
sally conceived. Schoch’s assertion to the contrary, the loss of the type 
specimen was in no way ‘convenient’ for us in making this evaluation 
or in assessing the possible solutions to the problem. While the 
description and figure of the type are sufficient to determine rodent 
rather than litoptern affinities for the original specimen, no more speci- 
fic identification or assessment of validity is possible until more com- 
plete materials, including but not limited to another tooth sufficiently 
similar to it, are discovered. (It is conceivable, for instance, that the 
type of Adianthus bucatus belonged to a presently recognised species 
otherwise known only from the lower dentition.) Should the Commis- 
sion designate MACN A 1 8 1 2 as neotype of Adianthus bucatus, thereby 
leaving the original type figure of that species nameless, it is therefore 
uncertain at present whether or not a new name will be required for it; 

(4) selected and designated MACN A 1 8 1 2 as neotype of Adianthus 
bucatus Ameghino, 1891, noting that a proposal for action by the 
Commission on the matter had been made; 

(5) presented all existing evidence as to the geographic and stratigraphic 
provenience of all materials pertaining to the adianthidae. While it is 
virtually certain that the two specimens in question were collected 
from different localities, there is considerable doubt as to the origin of 
the type. MACN A 18 12 was obtained at a locality (Corriguen Aike) 
not visited by Carlos Ameghino — brother of Florentino Ameghino — 
when he made the collection which includes the type (Ameghino, 
1913-1936, vol. 20, pp. 146 ff.). Available evidence, consisting of an 
oblique reference (Ameghino, 1903-1 904a), implies but does not 
establish the locality (Karaiken) from which the type derived (Cifelli & 
Soria, 1983, p. 8); this locality is of a slightly earlier age (Marshall & 
Pascual, 1977) than that of MACN A1812. 

2. Schoch’s suggestion that, in accordance with Article 75 of the Code, ‘it is 
logical to wait until more material of Adianthus bucatus is collected from the fauna 
from which it is derived and designate one such future specimen the neotype’ is in 
contradiction with his acceptance (without restudy) of our contention that the figure 
and description given by Ameghino (1891) are adequate (designation of such a 
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neotype is thus excluded by the provisions of Article 75a). This is, in any case, 
irrelevant because the proposal concerns suppression of an existing type and 
designation of a neotype under Article 79, not Article 75, of the Code. 

3. Aside from issues dealt with explicitly in the revision of the family (Cifelli 
& Soria, 1983), Schoch’s sole stated objection to designation of MACN A 1 8 12 as 
neotype of Adianthus bucatus is that ‘confusion will remain in the older literature’. 
Such confusion will inevitably remain. Because Adianthus bucatus has not univer- 
sally been applied to a single species, no course of action (including, as Schoch 
advocates, retention of the species-name with the figure of the original type and its 
transferral to the Rodentia) will rectify confusion in the early literature except, 
perhaps, suppression of the name entirely. The evidence presented in a recent review 
(Cifelli & Soria, 1983) should, in any case, be sufficient to clarify misunderstanding 
due to an error made by Ameghino nearly 100 years ago and never correctable in a 
strict sense. 

4. The promotion of stability is the expressed central purpose of the Code; 
that of the plenary powers, Article 79, to suspend the provisions of the Code ‘if such 
application to a particular case would in its [the Commission’s] judgment disturb 
stability or universality or cause confusion’. Designation of MACN A1812 as 
neotype of Adianthus bucatus Ameghino, 1 89 1 would preserve usage and convention 
in concept of the species and therefore of the genus and of the family adianthidae, 
whereas retention of the species name with the type figure, their removal to another 
order, and the erection of new names would cause considerable confusion. Designa- 
tion of MACN A 1812 as neotype would, first, preserve tradition in concept and 
usage (a tradition established, in fact, by Ameghino [1894] himself)- Adianthus 
bucatus is a species universally considered as pertaining to a group of small, mor- 
phologically distinctive litopterns (see Cifelli & Soria, 1983, for literature citations). 
The name, if retained with the type figure, would be new to the Rodentia and, as 
noted above, is in this case presently of uncertain validity within that order (should, 
for instance, Adianthus bucatus be found to be synonymous with another described 
rodent species, further confusion could ensue). Secondly, and more fundamentally, 
designation of the neotype would permit maintenance of the family-group name 
adianthidae. Because Adianthus (type species A. bucatus) is the type genus of the 
group of litopterns under consideration, removal of the species Adianthus bucatus 
from the family will necessitate application of another family-group name to them. 
No other such name has ever been proposed or used, so that the name would be 
entirely new to zoological nomenclature. Proposal of a new name would clearly 
have a disruptive effect on nomenclature: in addition to usage in the primary 
zoological literature (cited in Cifelli & Soria, 1983), the family-group name 
adianthidae is widely cited in general reference works on South American mammal 
evolution (e.g., Patterson & Pascual, 1972; Simpson, 1980; Marshall et al., 1983; 
Cifelli, 1985) and in comprehensive treatments of mammalian evolution, classifica- 
tion, and systematics (e.g., Trouessart, 1898-1899; Palmer, 1904; Simpson, 1945; 
Romer, 1966; Savage & Russell, 1983), which are standard reference works for 
non-specialists. 



REFERENCES 



Ameghino, F. [1891]. Caracteres diagnostics de cincuenta especies nuevas de 
mamiferos fosiles argentinos. Rev. Argentina Hist . nat ., vol. 1, pp. 129-167. 



106 



Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 42, pt 2, June 1985 



1894. Enumeration synoptique des especes de mammiferes fossiles des forma- 
tions eocenes de Patagonie. Bol. Acas. nac. Cien. Cordoba, vol. 13, pp. 
259-452. 

1903-1 904a. Nuevas especies de mamiferos cretacicos y terciarios de la 

Republica Argentina. An. Soc. cien. Argentina, vol. 56 (1903), pp. 193-208; 
vol. 57 (1904), pp. 162-175, 327-341; vol. 58 (1904), pp. 35-41, 56-71, 
182-192, 225-240,241-291. 

1913-1936. Orbas completas y Correspondencia cientifica. Edition oficial 

ordenada por el gobiemo de la Provincia de Buenos Aires, Torcelli, A., ed. 
La Plata, Impresiones Oficiales, vols. 1-24. 

Cifelli, R. L. 1985. South American ungulate evolution and extinction. In: Webb, 
S. D. and Stehli, F., eds., The Great American Interchange. Plenum Publ. Co., 
New York, in press. 

& Soria, M. F. 1983. Systematics of the Adianthidae (Litoptema, Mammalia). 

Amer. Mus. Novitates no. 2771. 

& Soria, M. F. 1984. Adianthus bucatus Ameghino, 1891 (Mammalia): 

proposed designation of a neotype under the plenary powers. Bull, zool 
Nomen., vol. 41, pp. 56-57. 

Marshall, L. G., Hoffstetter, R. & Pascual, R. 1983. Mammals and strati- 
graphy: geochronology of the continental mammal-bearing Tertiary of 
South America. Palaeovertebrata, Montpellier, Mem. Extr. 1983, pp. 1-93. 

& Pascual, R. 1977. Nuevas marsupiales Caenolestidae del ‘Piso Notohip- 

pidense’ (SE de Santa Cruz, Patagonia) de Ameghino. Sus aportaciones a la 
cronologia y evolution de las comunidades-mamifero del Cenozoico medio y 
tardio sudamericano. Obra del Centenario Del Museo de La Plata, vol. 5, pp. 
11-28. 

Palmer, T. S. 1904. Index generum mammalium: a list of the genera and families of 
mammals. U.S. Dept. Agriculture Repts. North American Fauna, no. 23, pp. 
1-984. 

Patterson, B. & Pascual, R. 1972. South American fossil mammals. In: Keast, A., 
Erk, F. C. and Glass, B. eds., Evolution, Mammals, and Southern Continents. 
State Univ. New York Press, Albany, pp. 247-309. 

Romer, A. S. 1966. Vertebrate Paleontology, 3rd edition. Univ. Chicago Press, 
Chicago, pp. 1-468. 

Savage, D. E. & Russell, D. E. 1983. Mammalian Paleofaunas of the World. 
Addison-Wesley Publ. Co., Reading, pp. 1-432. 

Simpson, G. G. 1945. The principles of classification and a classification of 
mammals. Bull. Amer. Mus. nat. Hist. 85: 1-350. 

1980. Splendid Isolation: The Curious History of South American Mammals. 

Yale Univ. Press, New Haven, pp. 1-266. 

Trouessart, E.-L. 1898-1899. Catalogus Mammalium tarn Viventium quam 
Fossilium, Nova Edito (Prima Completa). R. Friedlander und Sohn, Berlin, 
vol. 1-2: 1-1469. 



(2) By M. F. Soria ( Museo Argentino de Ciencias Naturales ' Bernardino Rivadivia’, 
Av. Angel Gallardo 470, [1405] Capital Federal, Republica Argentina ) 

Dr Cifelli’s reply to Dr Schoch covers most of the points that need to be dealt 
with, but I should like to add a few remarks. 
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(1) A simple reading of Schoch’s comment shows his inadequate knowledge 
of the problem of A. bucatus , because he ignored (as Cifelli shows) our 
comprehensive reivew of the adianthidae (Cifelli & Soria, 1983). 

(2) Schoch’s statement relies for much of its support on his paragraph 4, in 
which he misunderstood the sense given to the name A. bucatus by both Patterson, 
1940 and Simpson & Minoprio, 1949: 

Patterson, 1940, compared his specimen not, as Schoch suggests, 
with the type specimen of A. bucatus , but with that of A. patagonicus 
Ameghino, 1904. On p. 17, footnote 3, he says of A. bucatus : ‘ . . . from an 
examination of the inadequate figure, it is impossible to homologise the 
remaining two [fossettes] with the fossettes of other described specimens.’ 

Simpson & Minoprio, 1949, referred to the genus Adianthus but not 
to A. bucatus by name. They clearly described features of the type 
specimen of A. patagonicus , as when, for instance (p. 7), they indicated the 
presence of a ‘strong parastylar spur’. Ameghino’s 1891 description and 
figure of the type specimen of A. bucatus show no such character. 

Starting from this confusion, Schoch states ‘Thus workers have not 
universally applied the name Adianthus bucatus to the same species. 
Sometimes it is applied to the species represented by Ameghino’s (1891) 
original, and presumably lost, type and sometimes to the the species 
represented by M.A.C.N. no. A1812’. This conclusion does not fit the 
facts. After Ameghino, 1891, all workers who have studied A. bucatus 
(Ameghino, 1894, 1896, 1898; Scott, 1910; Patterson, 1940; Simpson & 
Minoprio, 1949, 1950; Simpson, Minoprio & Patterson, 1962; Soria, 1981; 
Bond & Vucetich, 1983) have followed Ameghino’s 1894 concept of the 
species, based on the hemimandible MACN A-1812 (Schoch’s rendering 
of this number is incorrect). Occasional mentions of the original type 
(e.g. Patterson, 1940, see above) do not affect this. Schoch seems to have 
confused ‘specimens’ with ‘species’ and not to have distinguished between 
A. bucatus and A. patagonicus. 

Schoch states ‘Scott (1910) and Soria (1981) mistakenly took 
M.A.C.N. no. A1812 [sic] to be the type or neotype [sic] of Adianthus 
bucatus ’. In 1981 (p. 29) I wrote \ . . resultaria aceptable tomar la hemi- 
mandibula como neotipo . . .’ (‘. . . it would be acceptable to take the 
hemimandible as the neotype ...’). I did not say that the hemimandible 
'was' or ‘must be’ the neotype. I compared the figure of the type specimen 
of A. bucatus with that of the type specimen of A. patagonicus (see also 
Cifelli & Soria, 1983). I concluded that those species are not congeneric 
and proposed the new combination Proheptaconus patagonicus. I based 
this on a comment by Simpson, Minoprio & Patterson, 1962, p. 248: ‘We 
cannot attempt to solve or even state these problems here, and indeed 
their solution probably must await discovery of better post-Deseadean 
specimens and perhaps also arbitrary designation of neotypes or nomina 
conservanda’. 

(3) The type specimen of A. bucatus is presumably lost, as Cifelli & Soria, 
1983, 1984, point out. As Schoch appears not to agree, I offer the following 
information: 



(a) After his first description of 1891, Ameghino never mentioned 
the type again. Until 1904 Adianthus was a monotypic genus, so that up to 
that date any mention of the genus was equivalent to a mention of the type 
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species. In 1896, when he mentioned only the generic name, he cited the 
teeth features of the hemimandible MACN A-1812 alone. In 1903-1 904a 
he described the second species of Adianthus, A. patagonicus, of which the 
type is an isolated third upper molar (MACN A-52-218), but he did not 
compare this with the type of A. bucatus. In his monograph on the phylo- 
genetic morphology of ungulate upper molars, he figured only the type 
specimen of A. patagonicus (1904b, figs 98, 100). 

(b) In 1900 Scott visited Ameghino but was unable to examine the 
Litopterna of the Ameghino collection for lack of time (Scott, 1910, p. 1). 
In his treatise on Santacrucian Litopterna (1910) he considered the hemi- 
mandible as the type specimen of A. bucatus and (p. 154) mentioned some 
features of the type specimen of A. patagonicus when discussing the genus. 
If Scott knew the type specimen of A. bucatus it is inexplicable that he did 
not refer to it, especially as he gave a reference to Ameghino, 1891. 

(c) When the Ameghino Collection was incorporated in the Section 
Paleozoologia of the Museo Argentino de Ciencias Naturales ‘Bernardino 
Rivadivia’, all specimens were numbered and card-indexed. Under 
A. bucatus only the hemimandible MACN A-1812 was found and 
(erroneously) considered as the type. 

(d) I have been working on the fossil mammal collections of the 
Museum (including the Ameghino Collection) since 1974. I have located 
many missing specimens and, of course, a good number of type specimens 
(many recorded in internal reports). I have searched especially for 
specimens believed to be lost. In several such searches I was unable to find 
the type specimen of A. bucatus. 

(e) There is no evidence that any other worker has been able to 
examine this specimen. Had anyone been able to do so, I believe it would 
have been mentioned at least once in the last 94 years. For these reasons I 
believe that Schoch has no grounds for supposing that it was convenient 
for us that the type specimen was lost. We suspect that the type was lost 
during Ameghino’s lifetime. Indeed, it was Ameghino, 1894, who set up 
the specimen MACN A-1812 as a sort of informal neotype. 

Hence the proposal to designate MACN A-1812 as the neotype of 
Adianthus bucatus (Cifelli & Soria, 1983, 1984) is the best way to preserve 
stability and to respect the traditional criteria for the adianthidae, for its 
type genus Adianthus , and for the type species of that genus, universally 
recognised as small and peculiar Litopterna. The other alternative, to pro- 
pose a new name for the hemimandible with the removal of A. bucatus to 
the Rodentia, would merely increase the degree of confusion shown by the 
antecedents cited above, as pointed out by Cifelli in his reply. This would 
be contrary to nomenclatural stability. 
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COMMENTS ON THE APPLICATION CONCERNING ATRACTOCERA 
LA TIRES M EIGEN, 1804. Z.N.(S.)2393 
(see vol. 41 , pp. 83-93, 211) 

(1) By I. M. Kerzhner {Zoological Institute, Academy of Sciences, Leningrad 
199034, U.S.S.R .) 



Professor I. A. Rubtsov has asked me, as Secretary of the Soviet committee 
on zoological nomenclature, to comment on the disputed views of this case put 
forward by him and by Dr Crosskey. I am not a dipterologist, but I prefer a stable 
nomenclature and objective information. Prof. Rubtsov has provided me with some 
facts but I have personally verified all the references and have studied many other 
sources not indicated by him. I use latipes throughout in the pre-1972 sense and do 
not differentiate between narrow and broad applications of the name (the latter for 
a group of sibling species) because I regard both usages as important. References to 
RAE followed by the year and number of the work reviewed are to the Review of 
Applied Entomology Ser. B. Medical and Veterinary . Nearly all the other references 
are to works already mentioned in the discussion. 

Rubtsov puts forward the following arguments: 

(1) Medical and veterinary importance of the species . — Rubtsov stated: ‘As a 
very active bloodsucker it has great medical and veterinary importance. It is 
included in many monographs . . ., in many bulletins of WHO . . . and in hundreds 
of papers’. Crosskey & Davies, 1972, said, to the contrary: ‘not a blackfly species of 
any medical and veterinary importance’. Crosskey, 1984, remarks: ‘In North 
America and Europe ... the species has no such importance, and indeed there are 
extraordinarily few biting records for it. There is some man-biting nuisance attribu- 
table to the species, but localised to eastern U.S.S.R. The species has never been the 
target of any control operation nor is it even mentioned in a recent book concerned 
with simuliidae as pests (Laird, 1981)’. The above statements are the only ones seen 
by me. 



